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• Latest Iteration of the IFRMP posted last month and is available at 

IFRMP.net.  

The IFRMP aims to provide an answer to the basic question:

• Given all that we know, which watershed restoration actions will 

provide the broadest possible benefits to native fish species, both 

within each sub-basin and throughout the Basin?

• To answer this question, the Service directed PSMFC to engage 

with Klamath Basin experts, practitioners, natural resource 

managers, and other interested participants from a wide range of 

organizations.



2008 National Research Council report on State of Klamath Basin 

Fisheries 

• Restoration being done “by bits and pieces.”

• “Need for a ‘big picture’ perspective encompassing the entire 

basin and its many components.”

• “Agencies, researchers, decision makers, and stakeholders together 

[should] define basin-wide science needs and priorities



• A science-based approach to identifying the top 10 to 20 restoration 
actions that would advance the restoration of fish in each of the major 
watersheds of the Basin (e.g., UKL, Williamson, Sprague, Scott, Shasta, 
Upper Klamath River, Lower Klamath River,  Trinity, SF Trinity, etc.) 

• A science-based approach to identifying the major monitoring actions 
that will help determine whether or not restoration actions are working. 

• A shorter summary version exists!  IFRMP “Restoration Action Agenda 
for 2023-2024. 

• RAA can be updated every two-years or so to guide implementation 
and incorporate new ideas/info. 





• Goal of the IFRMP is not 

to "one-up" other plans 

in the Basin but to 

"integrate" them

• "Adaptive 

Management" 

approach will allow 

new ideas, updated 

plans, new plans, etc. 

through time



• Identifies over 150 proposed restoration project concepts by 

subbasin

• Recommendations for closing important basin-wide gaps in 

monitoring

• Cost estimates for these restoration and monitoring priorities 

• Recommendations for ongoing Plan implementation and adaptively 

updating above products.





• IFRMP also identifies some monitoring ‘gaps’…

• Need for improved standardization of data collection and data 

storage 

• Need for basin-wide approaches to support system-wide 

assessments of multiple Core Performance Indicators (e.g., eDNA, 

repeat LiDAR over time)

• Need for event driven monitoring (i.e., real-time data) to 

understand the relationship between significant precipitation events 

and CPIs.



• Fed/State Funding agencies should consider linking fisheries 

related RFPs to IFRMP/RAA Priorities

• FWS should continue to fund IFRMP Website, prioritization tool, 

and consider developing a restoration project tracking atlas

• Feds/States should utilize IFRMP website as a communication tool 

or a “one-stop stop-shop” for Klamath fisheries funding 

opportunities.  

• There is a need to better articulate how Adaptive Mgt can inform 

IFRMP implementation into the future



• Sponsor/support regular science symposia in order to inform 

Adaptive Mgt as it relates to IFRMP implementation 

• Create a monitoring coordination group to work toward 

standardizing data collection and assessments (e.g., eDNA)

• Basin stakeholders should determine if IFRMP implementation 

requires an organizational structure (e.g., governance structure) 

or will something less formal be sufficient



Owes a debt of gratitude to more than one hundred scientists, 

restoration practitioners, and other participants from across the 
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through correspondence, interviews, workshops, surveys, and numerous 

peer-review cycles of the plan document itself. 
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